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The purpose of this study was to determine if transitioning from elementary to middle school has 
an effect on value added scores of sixth grade with no transition. Additionally, the effect of 
school size on student gains was examined. Data for this study was from the 2012-2013 school 
year for 442 Tennessee public schools. There were 203 schools with transition and 239 with no 
transition. Multivariate analysis of variance was used to analyze the data. Significant interaction 
was seen between transition and percent minority (ρ = 0.002). These findings suggest transition 
had an effect on value added scores depending on whether or not the school had a high 
percentage of minority students. There was a significant interaction effect of low percent 
minority and high percent minority where transition was concerned on mathematics, with those 
schools with a high percentage of minority that did not transition scoring significantly higher 
than all other combinations. There was also a significant interaction effect between low percent 
minority and high percent minority where transition was concerned on reading, with those 
schools with a high percentage of minority that did not transition scoring higher than all other 
combinations. These results suggest that students in schools with high percentages of minorities 
perform better when there is no transition than their transitioning counterparts. It lends support to 
the body of research that suggests K-8, or at least a transition after 6th grade, may be a better 
model where student achievement is concerned. School size was not significantly related to 
achievement gains. The middle school concept has the potential to address the academic and 
emotional concerns of middle school aged children when it is implemented in its full form 
(Weiss & Kipnes, 2006). However, since the middle school concept is just that, a concept, it 





school concept into the K-8 environment, giving students more of a sense of community, self-
esteem, and ownership of their school and grades. This could also potentially lessen the White to 
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Introduction: The Effects of Grade-Span Configuration on Student Achievement in Middle 
School-Aged Children 
Over the years middle school grade configuration has been argued to have both positive 
and negative effects on student achievement (Combs et al., 2011; Cook, MacCoun, Muschkin, & 
Vigdor, 2008; Whitely, Lupart, & Beran, 2007). Studies conducted have demonstrated that 
schools consisting of prekindergarten or kindergarten through eighth grade (K-8), or higher, 
provide a better learning environment for middle school-aged students which, increases student 
achievement. These K-8 students appear to consistently outperform their middle school, 
traditionally 6th - 8th grade, counterparts (Combs et al., 2011; Offenberg, 2001; Pardini, 2002). 
Among several factors that appear to contribute to better student achievement in K-8 schools, 
two major factors are environment and transition (Combs et al, 2011). There are few studies that 
disagree with these findings (Whitely et al., 2007) 
The environment created at K-8 schools includes familiarity and relationships with other 
students, with faculty and with administration and makes a significant contribution to greater 
student success. While there are other factors that may also contribute including parental 
involvement, race and socioeconomic status, some studies have controlled for these other 
variables and still observed higher achievement from K-8 middle school-aged students (Combs 
et al., 2011).  
Transition also appears to affect student achievement. The number of transitions a student 
makes is dependent upon the way in which a school system has its grade configurations set. 
Alspaugh and Harting (1995) state that for each transition a child makes into a new school, 
achievement is lost. This research also shows that for some students it was regained within the 





transitions would lead to fewer years spent regaining achievement lost due to transition. Instead, 
this year can be used learning, not re-learning. With this said, there are still many proponents for 
traditional middle schools. These supporters argue that middle schools can cater more towards 
the needs of adolescents by offering specialized classes that would not necessarily be available in 
an elementary school setting serving kindergarten through seventh or eighth grade (Beane & 
Lipka, 2006; Lee & Smith, 1993, Offenberg, 2001). Some research also suggests that middle 
school-aged children are better off in an environment that can cater to their emotional needs as 
well and this is better obtained in a middle school setting, verses a K-8 school where 
administrators have to focus on a much wider age range of emotions (Weiss & Kipnes, 2006).  
Numerous grade configurations exist within school systems within a state, county, city, 
and even occasionally within a district. Some of these variations are obvious, due to the 
population of the area, but even when comparing areas with similar population density and/or 
physical size, there are still grade configuration variations (Tennessee State Department of 
Education, 2013a). Typical grade span configurations consist of combinations of 
elementary/primary school (elementary), middle/intermediate school (middle) and high school 
(high) and many variations of each. Studies have been conducted to examine these 
configurations to ensure that educational funds were being spent wisely (Herman, 2004); while 
others have questioned which configuration has the best effect on student achievement (Byrnes 
& Ruby, 2007; Coldarci & Hancock, 2002; Combs et al. 2011; Howley, 2002). With all these 
variations, there is question as to which grade span configurations have the most positive impact 
on student achievement.  
Although there are numerous studies to support fewer transitions and those studies 





transition should occur. Many studies support a transition later than 5th grade, but how much 
later? Therefore, the purpose of this study is to determine if transitioning from elementary to 
middle school has an effect on middle school-aged student achievement versus schools with no 
transition, specifically sixth grade students. Additionally, the effect of school size on student 







Review of Literature: Factors that Impact Student Achievement 
Grade Span Configurations  
 Grade span configuration refers to the grade range within a school building 
(environment). Numerous grade span configurations exist among schools and grades are grouped 
together for various reasons. Typical variations in grade spans include either kindergarten (K) or 
pre-kindergarten (PK) through fifth or sixth grade, with  a transition into middle school through 
eighth or ninth grade with the final transition into high school through the twelfth grade. Others 
that are prevalent include K-8 with one transition to 9-12, K-6 with one transition to 7-12, and 
some schools offer one environment with no transition throughout the entire educational span 
(PK/K-12). There are even more variations of these configurations, some including more or less 
transitions throughout a student’s school career. (Tennessee State Department of Education, 
2013a). These configurations are also seen in Canadian schools (Whitley et al., 2007). 
 Many factors must be considered when deciding how to configure grade spans. Some of 
these considerations include: number of students and the cost of transportation, socioeconomic 
status of the student population, school system goals for student achievement, number of 
transitions for affected students, parental involvement and budget constraints (Herman, 2004). 
The number of students varies greatly in rural and suburban areas. While rural school districts 
usually cover a greater geographic area, they may still only have enough students to populate one 
environment. Therefore, it may make more sense financially to have a larger grade span in a 
single environment whereas suburban areas are not only more densely populated, but may 
actually have more than one school within a relatively small geographic area. Therefore, it is not 





greatly between these two areas as the denser the population, the closer the school location and 
the less transportation costs for the schools. While the number of transitions have been shown to 
have an effect on student achievement, many times, this is not a heavily weighted factor as some 
school systems have multiple transitions throughout a student’s academic career. While all of 
these factors are important, it would seem the single-most important factor should be student 
achievement and which configuration best fits this goal.  
 K-8 Configuration. Research by Offenberg (2001) examined the efficacy of K-8 schools 
as compared to middle schools in Philadelphia. Before this research began, it had already been 
identified that K-8 schools in Philadelphia outperformed middle schools academically. The 
explanation at that time was K-8 schools did better because more middle class students enrolled 
in K-8 schools. Offenberg wanted to identify if the higher academic achievement of K-8 schools 
was due to social class or environment, therefore, every model controlled socioeconomic status 
and found while social class is an important predictor of achievement, once statistically 
controlled, K-8 achievement scores were still significantly higher, suggesting social class is not 
the only reason why these two environments differ.  His research also revealed the percent of 
minorities attending the schools did not affect the findings either. Even when Philadelphia’s 
Children Achieving reform was implemented, the gains in K-8 schools were higher than those in 
middle schools. One particular finding of this research demonstrated a strong relationship 
between achievement and school size, particularly in eighth-grade enrollment. The K-8 schools 
were typically smaller and there were fewer students per grade. Therefore, while the argument 
for K-8 schools is strong, this research demonstrated that school size, or possibly class size, 
appears to play a significant role in these findings. These findings are supported in earlier 





attitudes were more positive about their responsibility for students’ learning in smaller schools 
(less than 400). Consequently, Offenberg’s study concluded school size impacted student 
achievement both directly and indirectly.  
In a disquisition in 2002, Pardini reported that Cleveland middle schools were being 
reconfigured into K-8 schools which demonstrated better attendance and achievement scores 
from 6th graders than those still attending middle school. Many in this discussion argued middle 
schools were not successful because they had not completely implemented the middle-level 
programs, but merely changed the name of the school and reconfigured the grades. Supporters of 
the K-8 school contend the middle-level program can be implemented in the K-8 schools and 
they do a better job at implementing the program due to the support of the constant environment 
a K-8 school offers. In this same article by Pardini, Colorado’s education commissioner stated 
that K-8 schools are more successful because students stay in a single environment longer and 
the support of the relationships they build with teachers and other students contributes to their 
success. Combs et al. (2011), examined fifth grade achievement between those in elementary 
schools vs. those in middle schools, and found 5th grade students in elementary schools 
performed higher than their middle school counterparts, thus lending more support for the K-8 
model or at least a transition later than the 5th grade.  
In addition to higher achievement scores, proponents of K-8 environments see this 
configuration as beneficial for both younger and older students. By keeping the older students in 
the K-8 setting, they have the opportunity to learn leadership roles and the younger students have 
role models (Yecke, 2006). There is a sense of community in K-8 environments which appears to 
improve self-esteem, which was not apparent in the middle schools (Simmons & Blyth as cited 





protective of the younger students.  Additionally, supporters feel some need to be reminded 6th, 
7th and 8th graders are still children and should be treated as such. Keeping them in a K-8 
environment can help to slow their exposure to worldly experiences (Herman, 2004). 
Middle School Configurations: Concept vs. Environment. The middle school concept 
is a set of principles and practices developed after numerous studies of middle schools were 
conducted following a myriad of criticism by both policymakers and public. The definition of 
this concept is derived from two primary sources: Carnegie Council on Adolescent 
Development’s Turning Points: Preparing you for the 21st century (1989) and the National 
Middle School Association policy: This we believe: Successful schools for young adolescents 
(2003). Based on these sources: 
high-quality, middle-level schools should: improve academic achievement for all 
students, understand adolescence, provide a challenging and integrative curriculum, 
create supportive and safe environments through such structures as small teaching teams, 
ensure better teacher preparation for the middle grades, and improve relationships with 
families and communities. (Beane & Lipka, 2006, pp. 26-27)  
In the 60s and 70s when overcrowding became an issue, school districts found it to be 
more cost-efficient to move 5th and 6th graders to the middle school than to build more 
elementary schools. One of the problems with this is that middle schools were often housed in 
former junior high school buildings. Junior high school buildings were designed to organize 
teachers by subjects. While this was not an issue for the middle-school concept for subjects of 
language arts, social studies, math and reading, the implementation of the middle-school concept 





area of the building, which made it more difficult for science teachers to participate in these 
small teaching teams with collaboration through proximity nearly impossible (George, 1988).  
During this same time, there was much attention on racial equality. By rearranging the 
grade configuration into middle school systems, ninth grades were moved to the high schools 
and fifth and sixth grades were moved out of neighborhood K-8 schools, which increased the 
amount of desegregation in schools. So, the application of the middle school concept answered a 
societal issue as well. Unfortunately, this desegregation only occurred at the middle school level, 
leaving segregation in elementary and high schools intact. However, inadequate integration of 
the middle-level programs for various reasons, would eventually lead school officials back to the 
concept of K-8 schools (George, 1988).  
Many of those in favor of the middle school option feel separating middle school-aged 
children from elementary school-aged children would allow the middle school faculty; staff and 
administration, to better focus on the needs of these adolescents both academically and 
emotionally. Advocates feel the middle school concept is more developmentally appropriate for 
students (Weiss & Kipnes, 2006) and would foster social ties while utilizing the strengths of 
teachers with different specialties (Alexander & Williams, 1965). One goal of the middle school 
was to help students make the transition from elementary school to high school. As it was later 
seen, many schools were called middle schools, but did not implement the middle school concept 
(Mac Iver & Epstein, 1992) making this goal unattainable.  
Middle school configurations are usually team taught and can focus the developmental 
needs of the children (Jenkins & McEwin, 1992). Davis (1995) defines team teaching as “two or 
more faculty in some collaboration in the planning and delivery of a course.” This idea was 





teacher in elementary school to multiple teachers in high school by having two to four teachers 
work together with a group of students. Alexander’s idea was that this transition with a few 
teachers would allow the students to still feel connected to an extent, have a sense of community, 
and reduce the chances of students feeling lost when they reached high school (Alexander, 
1995).  
The concept has had various interpretations concerning the extent of the collaboration by 
the teachers. While the idea was that the teachers would work in the classroom simultaneously 
teaching the students, many schools have implemented team teaching as two teachers that 
specialize in a couple of areas and “trade off” the students from one room to another as opposed 
to both being in the same room and involved with the lesson taught (Alexander, 1995).  
In 1993, research by Lee and Smith examined the link between the implementation of 
middle school components and student achievement. These researchers concluded that in order 
for the middle school concept to be implemented, certain elements must be present. The middle 
schools must reduce or eliminate departmental structure; there must be heterogeneously grouped 
instruction and there must be team teaching. According to Fordham University (2013), not only 
does team teaching involve two or more teachers collaborating to plan, conduct and evaluate 
lessons to the same group of students, the teachers are involved in almost every aspect of the 
lessons throughout the course. This lends support to Alexander’s original definition as opposed 
to the “trade off” variation some schools use. Team teaching is one of the most important aspects 
of the middle school model however, the interpretation of the collaboration concept seems to 
vary. Some researchers contend this concept can be implemented whether the environment is 





In 2008, Cook et al. concluded that it was better to separate sixth graders from older 
students in an effort to decrease discipline problems in that age group, as exposure to their older 
counterparts appeared to contribute to some of the discipline issues. This opens the question as to 
where the cut-off for middle school should be, which supports research by Jenkins and McEwin 
(1992) suggesting that young adolescents should be separated to accommodate their 
developmental needs.  
Even though research shows achievement declines upon entering middle school, 
proponents of the middle school environment contend it may be due to higher expectations of the 
teachers. If this is the case, then while students’ grades may be different, standardized 
achievement scores should not be affected (Whitely et al., 2007).  
Percent Minority 
Studies have demonstrated an achievement gap between African American students and 
their non-Hispanic White counterparts (Borg, Borg, & Stranahan, 2012; U.S. Department of 
Education, 2009). The achievement gap between these two groups has given rise to focusing on 
how to improve the learning experience for the African American population. Some of the 
factors that appear to have an effect on this minority population include economics, parents, 
community and environment (Kuykundall, 1989) as well as safety issues (Lacoe, 2012). 
Research by Combs et al. (2011) controlled for parental involvement and socioeconomic status. 
The results still found a difference between achievement levels of middle-school students versus 
their K-8 counterparts. Research by Offenberg (2001) also controlled for percent minority and 
found that it did not change the conclusions that K-8 schools outperform middle schools. 
Kuykundall (1989) emphasizes improving the environment by putting programs in place to 





suggests “that school safety may be a contributing factor to racial … achievement gaps.” While 
little can be done to change a community and children are a product of that community, research 
by Simmons and Blythe (as cited in Offenberg, 2001) suggests having numerous years in the 
same environment improves students’ sense of community as well as self-esteem. Other efforts 
to improve student achievement, such as older students taking pride in their community and 
feeling protective of the younger students which were also discussed in this study, could 
potentially address safety. While all of these factors have an effect, research supports that 
environments can make a difference.  
Socioeconomic Status 
 “Researchers examining student performance consistently find that one of the most 
important influences on student achievement is socioeconomic status (SES) of students” (Tajalli 
& Opheim, 2004, p.44). When examining high- and low-poverty schools, many times high-
poverty schools are found to be predominately black in racial makeup and low-poverty schools 
are found to be predominately white, in their racial makeup. While some contend this 
combination has a negative effect on performance, several studies have examined both percent 
minority and SES and the findings still demonstrated higher achievement in the K-8 environment 
(Bromberg & Theokas, 2013; Offenberg, 2001).  
 As previously mentioned, SES is a factor in research conducted by Offenberg (2001). 
This author wanted to see if controlling for SES would change the outcome of higher performing 
K-8 schools vs their middle school counterparts. The results demonstrated that each one percent 
increase in low-income students reduced the school’s average scores between 0.27 and 0.41 
points, suggesting that SES is not a significant factor in student achievement between the two 





SES achievement gap, but also focuses on how to close said gap by pushing students of all color 
and SES to higher levels of achievement. Borg et al. (2012) also examined the achievement gap 
between high-poverty and low-poverty schools and found that while resources (quality teachers 
and smaller class sizes) affected student achievement, these factors were not as important 
predictors as student backgrounds variables including household income level and race and 
gender suggesting that SES does play a role in student achievement.  
School Size/ Class Size 
 Since the 1940s, school size has been a concern (Cotton, 1996). As the need for schools 
grew, so did the classrooms. While there is no definite dividing line between small and large 
schools, on average, the most effective size for an elementary school is 300-400 students and 
400-800 for middle school (Williams, 1990). Two studies using Texas schools revealed 
significant relationships between class size and student achievement. The first study by Ferguson 
(1991) found a significant relationship between teacher quality and class size in first through 
seventh grade. This study demonstrated for every student above an 18:1 student-teacher ratio, 
district student achievement fell. The second study by Wenglinsky (1997) examined data in over 
200 Texas districts and found that smaller class size had a positive effect on fourth grade math as 
well as improved social environment for eight graders, which also improved achievement. These 
effects were greatest in low SES students. Interestingly, both of the studies were conducted from 
an economic perspective, which may further support the K-8 model. The findings are further 
supported in research in 1999 when Molnar et al. examined the Student Achievement Guarantee 
in Education (SAGE) program in Wisconsin. This program was similar to the Student/Teacher 
Assessment Ratio (STAR) in Tennessee that examined class size. SAGE used even smaller class 





13-18 students per teacher as the reduced size. These programs both used 21-25 students per 
teacher in the comparison groups. SAGE targeted low-income schools and like the better-known 
STAR program, the results demonstrated students in small classes performed better. Also, like 
the STAR program, students in smaller classes were better behaved and time spent for discipline 
decreased. Adding support to the smaller class size theory, Borg et al. (2012) found that smaller 
class size contributed to higher student achievement. This was especially true in low-performing 
schools.  
 Research by Nye, Hedges, and Konstantopoulos (1999) further supports small class size. 
These researchers conducted a follow up study to the Tennessee STAR program to see if the 
effects of small classroom size were still evident five years later. They concluded small 
classroom size encourages rapport among students and student-teacher relationships, and the 
effects not only last at least five years, but remain important enough for educational policy. This 
research lends further support to the K-8 environment since most K-8 schools typically have 
smaller class sizes than do their middle-school counterparts.  
Student Mobility 
 Student mobility refers to “the phenomenon of students changing schools for reasons 
other than promotion” (Editorial Projects in Education Research Center, 2004). Reasons for 
mobility include a parent’s job transfer or loss, homelessness, and other factors. Mobility appears 
to affect achievement and behavior as well as increases the risk of dropping out (Hartman & 
Leff, 2002). While research shows a pattern of lower achievement for the high-mobility students, 
the impact mobility has on non-mobile students has not been studied in great proportions. 
However, when a new student enters a classroom, specifically after the beginning of the school 





class, which in-turn, slows/reduces instructional time (Knox, 2011). Therefore, mobility could 
affect not only the mobile student, but also the non-mobile student where learning and 
achievement are concerned. 
Research by Wright (2001) examined various risk factors on student achievement, 
including student mobility. This researcher found that not only was student mobility a 
confounding factor associated with family income and ethnicity, but mobility had less effect than 
either of these two factors. This study suggests that while student mobility is important to student 
achievement, other factors connected to mobility have a larger impact. For the study at hand, 
student mobility will not be considered since socioeconomic status (percent of students with low 
socioeconomic status) and ethnicity will. 
Theoretical Framework 
Environment. Almost every study related to this topic addresses environment as playing 
a key role in student achievement success as well as behavior. School environment is much more 
than the building and includes the students, faculty and staff (Pardini, 2002). However, if the 
building is not designed for the middle-school concept, particularly junior high school buildings, 
the success of the middle school concept, primarily where team teaching is concerned, is nearly 
impossible to fully achieve. On the other hand, if the middle school concept is applied, regardless 
of grade span configuration, then the building is minimized as a factor of the environment. 
Because middle school is a concept, researchers feel that it can be implemented in any 
environment. Some educators and researchers argue that children attending K-8 schools have a 
stronger sense of community and belonging (Pardini, 2002). They also contend the older children 
develop into leadership roles and are protective of their younger counterparts (Herman, 2004). 





transition to a new environment for middle school, lose this sense of community and belonging 
as they are starting over with new administrators, staff and faculty and depending on what 
elementary schools feed into the middle school, many are starting over with friends as well. For 
many, this can be a lot to bear in addition to the onset of puberty (Herman, 2004). 
Transitions. Transitions occur when students move from one school environment to 
another. This includes transitions from elementary to middle school, middle school to high 
school, and the variations of each. The number of transitions may vary from district to district 
and within districts (Tennessee State Department of Education, 2013a). With each transition 
comes the usual new faces in class and a more challenging curriculum. Along with that also 
comes the unfamiliarity of a new school building, new faculty and administrators, and new 
expectations of achievement. This can be overwhelming each time a transition occurs.  To make 
matters worse, along with the transition to middle school usually comes puberty and awareness 
of the opposite sex. Evidence suggests that the effects of these transitions are mostly negative 
(Simmons & Blythe, 1989). These authors reported a decline not only in performance, but also 
motivation and self-esteem due to transition (p.441).  
Not all outcomes of transition are negative. Research by Whitely et al. (2007) examined 
the effect of transition on academic achievement in Canadian schools. These authors found no 
differences in academic achievement between those who transitioned into middle school (7th 
grade) and those with no transition. What is interesting to note here is that Canadian educators 
work on programs to actively support the transition for students. These programs may have 
resulted in the successful adjustment after the transition. Paglin and Fager (1997) suggest that 
school systems with multiple grade spans should have “articulation and transition activities” in 





al. (2007) and the support of Paglin and Fager (1997) it is possible that transitions may be more 
successful if students are better prepared for the expectations of the transition itself.  
Student Achievement 
 Standardized Tests. Currently, the No Child Left Behind Act requires that states 
measure student achievement through standardized tests (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). 
Standardized tests are used to measure students’ knowledge in content areas and can be 
formative, selective or summative in nature. These tests can affect organizational clarity and 
alignment. Many see these as benefits while some see them as costs (Phelps, 2005, pp. 56-57). 
One type of summative measure is an achievement test. According to the Tennessee Department 
of Education, (2013b), “the achievement test is a timed multiple choice assessment that measures 
skills in reading, language arts, math, science and social studies.” These achievement tests 
measure performance in specific objectives and can provide a description of student performance 
on academic skills. In Tennessee, these tests are also used as one measure of achievement during 
the current school year. Knowing there are high stakes increases achievement, motivation of 
students, teachers and administrators alike. However, according to research by Whitely et al., 
(2007), while high stakes testing may show a difference in students’ grades, standardized 
achievement scores should not be affected.  
Valued Added Assessments. There is a growing effort to hold teachers and 
administrators accountable for the quality of education they provide. Previously, growth scores 
have been used and are calculated simply as a difference between a student’s scores for the 
current year and the previous. This is much more difficult to justify when there are factors 
beyond the teachers’ and administrators’ control such as demographics and socioeconomic 





An alternative approach to this is value-added scores which are claimed to remove any non-
educational factors from the measure of the student’s educational growth. It measures the schools 
and teachers based on students’ progress rather than the ability of students to reach an absolute 
score (Ballou, Sanders & Wright, 2004). This type of measurement provides a control for initial 
level of achievement and is usually achieved by a growth curve analysis based on multiple 
measures of achievement. Because this value-added measure uses the students’ own starting 
point, any background factors including socioeconomic status are said to be reflected in the pre-
test.  
One widely used version of value-added assessment is the Education Value-Added 
Assessment System (EVAAS) developed by William Sanders and Associates (Ballou et al., 
2004). This system does factor out demographics and socioeconomic status and gives a score 
with only educational factors considered. This approach however, is not without criticism as 
some researchers believe it does not do enough to control for these factors because these factors 
not only affect the starting point but also the rate at which a student learns (Kupermintz, Shepard, 
& Linn, 2001).  
Grade Span Configurations and Student Achievement 
Many view the EVAAS variations as effective measures of student growth in 
achievement, but what effect do the transitions from one school to another have on student 
achievement? There are numerous studies that show the effect of transitioning between schools 
has a negative effect on achievement (Coladarci & Hancock, 2002; Combs et al, 2011; Herman, 
2004).  
Combs et al. (2011) examined differences between fifth grade reading and mathematics 





socioeconomic status, mobility and limited English proficiency, it was found students in 
elementary settings had higher reading and mathematics achievement than those who had 
transitioned to intermediate school. These authors used the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and 
Skills (TAKS) standardized test to determine these results. 
Coladarci and Hancock (2002) reviewed several studies that looked at grade span 
configuration and student achievement and found similar results between schools in that those 
students with fewer transitions outperformed their transitioning counterparts in various academic 
categories. One study in this review determined that the differences in academic achievement 
between those students who transitioned and those who did not was dependent on socioeconomic 
status (Becker, 1987).  
An interesting finding in research by Offenberg (2001) revealed that not only was student 
achievement higher in those students with less transitions, but when comparing achievement 
scores of ninth grade students who had attended K-8 schools to those that attended middle 
school, he found those students with no transition had higher achievement scores. So, it would 
appear that while grade span configuration does effect student achievement, and transitions 
appear to have a negative effect, delaying the transition until ninth grade actually appears to be 
better for students academically.  
 One study does not support the idea transitioning to middle school negatively impacts 
student achievement. Research by Whitely et al. (2007) examined schools in Canada to see if 
there was a decrease in achievement in those students who transitioned into middle school 
compared to those who did not transition. Their research did not show any difference in 
achievement between the two groups although it did find a significant decrease in the magnitude 





of transition status. These researchers contributed this overall decline to developmental factors as 
opposed to environmental. The similar achievement between the two groups was attributed to the 
many programs that have been put in place in both elementary and middle schools to help 
prepare the children for the challenges they may face when changing school environments.  
Research Questions 
1. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean achievement scores between middle 
school students and those students who attend K-8 schools when controlling for race and 
socioeconomic status? 
2. What is the magnitude of relationship of school size to student achievement?  
Based on the research, it is hypothesized that students attending K-8 schools will have 









 The data source for this study was obtained through the School Report Card at the 
Tennessee Department of Education (2013b). All data obtained is Public Record and at the 
school level. There was no individual data used for this study. The current study used public 
schools in the state of Tennessee with only one systematic transition to 6th grade and public 
schools with no transition through at least sixth grade. No other systematic transitions were used. 
The transition from 5th to 6th grade was chosen for two reasons: 1) the middle school concept 
focuses on 6th through 8th grades, so it fits the definition of the middle school concept, 2) 
transition from 5th to 6th grade is the predominant transition point in Tennessee schools.  
 The data used was from the 2012-2013 school year. There were a total of 1797 public 
schools in Tennessee with 993,256 students. The racial makeup that year was 66.3% white and 
33.7% non-white with 41.4% considered high SES and 58.6% low SES. Four hundred and forty-
two schools met the criteria for inclusion in this study totaling 241,844 students. Of these, 75.1% 
were white and 24.9% were non-white. High SES was 66.3% and low SES was 33.7%. A list of 
all schools included in the study can be found in Appendix A.  
Measures 
 Dependent Variable. The dependent variable is the EVAAS estimates of gain. This 
system claims to factor out demographics and socioeconomic status and gives a score claimed to 
measure students’ educational growth with only educational factors considered. It measures the 
schools and teachers based on students’ progress rather than the ability of students to reach an 





of achievement and is usually achieved by a growth curve analysis based on multiple measures 
of achievement. Because this value-added measure uses the students’ own starting point, any 
background factors including socioeconomic status are said to be reflected in the pre-test. This 
growth curve analysis is collected over multiple years. The interest is in the portion of growth 
curve that looks at achievement value added during 6th grade.  
The estimates of gain will be obtained from the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment 
Program (TCAP) Achievement Test that is administered to grades 3-8 in public schools in the 
state of Tennessee.  
The TCAP is a set of statewide assessments given in Tennessee to measure students’ 
skills and progress. Students in grades 3-8 take the Achievement Test, and high school 
students take end of course exams for various subjects. Student results are categorized as 
below basic, basic, proficient or advanced. Proficient or advanced students are commonly 
considered to be at or above grade level. Subjects with fewer than 10 valid tests and/or 
subjects with at least 99% or less than 1% of students scoring in any one proficiency 
category are suppressed in accordance with federal privacy laws. (Tennessee Department 
of Education, 2013a)    
This standardized test “uses multiple choice questions that provide a measure of 
knowledge and application skills in various subject areas for grades K-8 including reading, 
mathematics, science and social studies. The results of the TCAP Achievement Test provide 
valuable information regarding students’ progress in Tennessee” (Tennessee Department of 
Education, 2013b). The test is administered every spring to students under strict security 





also releases the school information on its website in the form of school report cards as well as 
state and system reports.  
 Independent Variables. The independent variables for this study include transition 
status (either transition or not), percent of students with low SES, percent minority, school size. 
These variables were chosen based on previous research in this area.  
 SES. SES was determined using Economically Disadvantaged Student Percent from the 
Tennessee Department of Education (2013b). “Students [who qualify for this program] are from 
families who meet certain income criteria making them eligible to receive free or reduced meals 
at school” (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013a). Schools in Tennessee who qualify for 
this program are determined through the Community Eligibility Program (CEP) which took the 
place of the free/reduced lunch program in 2009 by: 
Providing meal service to all students at no charge regardless of economic status. To be 
able to participate, a district, school or group of schools from the same district must have 
a directly certified student percentage of at least 40% by April 1, prior to the first year of 
implementation.   
Each school does not have to meet the 40% individually if enrolling a district or groups 
of schools within a district; however the average directly certified identified student 
percentage must be at least 40%. (Tennessee Department of Education, 2013)  
Based on this 40% eligibility requirement, individual schools whose economically 
disadvantaged student percent is ≥40% were considered for the high-poverty status. Those 
schools whose economically disadvantaged student percent is <40% were considered to have 





Percent Minority. Due to the fact that SES and percent minority appear go hand-in-hand, 
schools whose percent minority is ≥40% were considered high minority status. Those schools 
whose percent minority is <40% were considered low minority.   
School Size. School size has been determined to have an effect on student achievement. 
Small elementary schools are those schools that have fewer than 400 students (Abbott, Joireman, 
& Stroh, 2002 as cited in Jones & Ezeife, 2011; Lee & Loeb, 2000). Based on research by Lee 
and Loeb, the study at hand divided schools into two sizes; for elementary schools, small = < 400 
students and large schools = > 400 and  middle school and schools with no transition (K-8), 
small = < 700 students, and large schools = > 700 students.  
Procedures 
 For the purpose of this study, middle schools with a transition include 6th grade through 
8th grade. Schools with no transition include PK/K through at least the 6th grade. Schools that 
offer PK/K through 8th, 9th and/or 12th grade are also included since there is no transition during 
the time of interest. While some schools districts did systematically transition at grades other 
than 6th, (i.e., Davidson County systematically transitioned from 4th to 5th grade), there were no 
other systematic transitions within a school district at a different grade level large enough to 
warrant a separate analysis. Data sets were formed for each group for the 2012-13 academic 
years from the Tennessee State Department of Education Directory (2013a). This year was 
chosen as it was the second of only two consecutive years that both teaching and testing 
standards were consistent.  
Gains compare average student growth in the given subject and school year to growth 





expected growth and negative values indicate that actual growth fell short of the expected 
growth. (Tennessee State Department of Education Directory, 2013a) 
Demographics, the independent variable, control variables and dependent variables were all 
collected from the Tennessee State Department of Education Directory (2013a).  
Analysis 
 The data were cleaned and checked for missing variables. Descriptive statistics were used 
to show the characteristics of the school data on the variables of interest (Table 1).  Assumptions 
for MANOVA were tested and the assumptions of multivariate outliers (Mahalanobis Distance 
C.V. = 18.47, ρ = 23.636), multivariate normality (Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test of Normality, 
Math ρ = 0.03, Reading ρ = 0.00), and homogeneity of variance covariance (Box test of equality 
covariance ρ = 0.00) were all violated. The data were then examined for potential outliers. In 
order to address the violations of assumptions of multivariate outliers and multivariate normality, 
ANOVAs were run on each DV with and without extreme values. Removing the extreme values 
did not change the results for any of the DVs (Table 2), therefore, violation of these two 
assumptions were not an issue. As for the homogeneity of variance covariance violation, N sizes 
were similar in the transition groups, therefore the test was said to be robust (Tabachnik & Fidell, 
2001). All other assumptions were met and multivariate results were reported. It is worth noting 
that lack of fit was statistically significant. However, the degrees of freedom (dƒ) in this case 
were very large, ranging from 1712 dƒ to 428 dƒ so a near perfect fit would be required in order 








Table 1      
School Characteristics   
          
No. of Schools No. of Students  
442   241,884     
Transition  Yes No  
  203 239  
Percent Minority White Non-white 
  66.3% 33.7%  
SES  Low High  
  41.4% 58.6%  
School Size Small Large  
    304 138   
 
 A four-way MANOVA was used to analyze the data and determine whether transition 
had an effect on student achievement of middle school-aged children, specifically sixth graders. 
School size, SES and percent minority were used as control variables since they have been 
reported to have an effect on student achievement in previous research (Combs et al., 2011; 
Offenberg, 2001). 
Table 2       
ANOVAs with and without extreme values   
              
Subject  With    Without  
    F sig.   F sig 
Math  5.059 0.025  3.983 0.047 
Reading  16.275 0.000  13.975 0.000 
Science  0.365 0.546  0.302 0.583 
S 
Studies   5.299 0.022   6.339 0.012 








 The intent of this study was to identify the effect of transition on value-added gain while 
controlling for school size, percent minority and SES. The dependent variable has separate 
scores for subjects of math, reading, science and social studies. Based on the relevant literature 
review on student achievement and transition, the following research questions were developed: 
1. Is there a statistically significant difference in mean value added gains between middle 
school students and those students who attend K-8 schools when controlling for race and 
socioeconomic status? 
2. What is the magnitude of relationship of school size to student achievement?  
The results of the hypothesis tested were consistent with the research in that students 
attending a school that transitioned after 6th grade would have higher scores on the EVAAS 
estimates of gain from the standardized TCAP Achievement Test than their counterparts who 
transitioned into middle school at sixth grade. 
Schools that served kindergarten or prekindergarten through at least 6th grade were 
considered to have no transition. Those schools that served grades 6 through at least 8th grades 
were considered to have a transition. Schools that did not fall into these classifications were 
excluded from the study. Four hundred and forty-two schools were used for this analysis. Of 
these, 203 schools transitioned into the 6th grade and 239 schools had no transition. There were 
304 small schools and 138 large schools.  
Analysis begins by examining descriptive statistics.  Table 3 shows means, standard 
deviations, and number of students within cells when classified by combinations of the four 





combination of larger percent minority, lower SES for either small or large school with no 
transition.  Numbers of student within cells with data range from 3 to 159.  Means for 
mathematics range from -1.523 to 6.686 while standard deviations range from 1.305 to 7.506. 
Means for reading range from -4.855 to 2.460 while standards deviations range from 1.525 to 
6.372. Means for science range from 0.173 to 7.780 while standard deviations ranged from 1.981 
to 10.156. Means for social studies range from -1.849 to 5.433 while standard deviations range 
from 0.656 to 8.826. 
The multivariate analysis of variance is reported in Table 4. Box’s Test of Equality of 
Covariance Matrices was significant (0.000), therefore, Pillai’s Trace was used to determine the 
results of this analysis.  Significant main effects were seen for Transition and Minority but must 
be understood only in light of any significant interactions. The only multivariate statistically 
significant interaction is between transition and percent minority (ρ = 0.002). Interactions for 
transition and school size and for transition and SES were nonsignificant, ρ = 0.641 and 0.543, 
respectively. (See Table 4 for complete results). Interactions including Transition*School size, 
Transition*SES, Transition*School size*SES, Transition*School size*Minority, 
Transition*SES*Minority, and Transition*School size*SES*Minority were all nonsignificant. 
Therefore, SES and school size were removed from the model allowing the associated sums of 
squares (SS) and dƒ to be included in the error term. This second model was used for all other 
analyses of results.  
Results from the second model demonstrate significant main effects for transition in math 
(ρ = 0.000) and reading (ρ = 0.000). These main effects cannot be interpreted due to the 











Cell Means, Standard Deviations and Ns for Each Subject  
      
Mathematics 
Transition      
  Smaller Schools Larger Schools 











Lower  Percent Minority 
Mean 1.791 0.933 2.515 1.9 
Std 
Dev 
5.492 6.362 4.785 4.35 
 
11 66 27 27 
N 
  
0.633 -1.507 0.867 -1.523 
Larger  Percent Minority Mean 
 Std 
Dev 
5.776 5.254 1.305 4.977 
  
3 44 3 22 
 N 
      
No transition      
  Smaller Schools Larger Schools 











Lower  Percent Minority 
Mean 6.686 1.4 4.525 1.551 
Std 
Dev 
5.302 6.834 4.092 5.647 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Reading 
Transition           
  Smaller Schools Larger Schools 











Lower  Percent 
Minority 
Mean -3.282 -2.770 -3.870 -3.944 
Std 
Dev 2.254 3.378 2.289 2.511 
 
N 11 66 27 27 
 
Larger  Percent 
Minority 
 
Mean -4.200 -4.830 -2.370 -4.855 
Std 
Dev 1.572 3.884 1.525 3.733 
 
N 3 44 3 22 
      
No transition      
  Smaller Schools Larger Schools 











Lower  Percent 
Minority 
Mean -0.414 -2.351 -1.350 -2.407 
Std 
Dev 4.613 4.804 2.560 3.694 
 
N 7 159 8 41 
 
Larger  Percent 
Minority 
 
Mean  -2.400  2.460 
Std 
Dev  6.132  6.372 
 







Table 3 (continued) 
Science 
Transition      
  Smaller Schools Larger Schools 











Lower  Percent 
Minority 
Mean 0.585 1.352 3.111 2.344 
Std 
Dev 5.035 5.558 1.981 4.994 
 
N 11 66 27 27 
 
Larger  Percent 
Minority 
 
Mean 1.433 5.766 1.633 3.314 
Std 
Dev 10.004 6.994 3.308 5.173 
 
N 3 44 3 22 
      
No Transition      
  Smaller Schools Larger Schools 











Lower  Percent 
Minority 
Mean 3.571 0.908 1.425 0.173 
Std 
Dev 6.515 6.149 5.881 4.983 
 
N 7 159 8 41 
 
Larger  Percent 
Minority 
 
Mean  2.979  7.780 
Std 
Dev  8.010  10.156 
 







Table 3 (continued) 
Social Studies 
Transition      
  Smaller Schools Larger Schools 











Lower  Percent 
Minority 
Mean -0.800 -0.314 -0.911 -1.785 
Std 
Dev 6.108 5.104 4.023 4.225 
 
N 11 66 27 27 
 
Larger  Percent 
Minority 
 
Mean 5.433 2.225 0.600 1.686 
Std 
Dev 5.811 6.808 0.656 3.176 
 
N 3 44 3 22 
      
No Transition      
  Smaller Schools Larger Schools 











Lower  Percent 
Minority 
Mean 2.300 -1.104 -1.600 -1.849 
Std 
Dev 4.473 5.985 6.999 6.555 
 
N 7 159 8 41 
 
Larger  Percent 
Minority 
 
Mean  0.650  4.950 
Std 
Dev  5.7369  8.826 
 







the means may suggest otherwise. A significant interaction was seen between transition and 
percent minority (0.007), all of which supports the original model. Further examination of these 
data revealed Partial Eta Squared of 0.032 suggesting a small effect size (Cohen, 1988) of 3.5% 
of the differences in value-added gain could be explained by transition when percent minority is 
taken into consideration. Therefore, these findings suggest that in order to examine transition, 
minority status must be considered. In other words, transition had an effect on student 
achievement depending on whether or not the school had a high percentage of minority students. 
Table 4         
 Multivariate Test for Main Effects and Interactions of Transition     












0.073 8.373 4 425 0 0.073 
School Size  0.011 1.14 4 425 0.337  
SES  0.016 1.738 4 425 0.141  
Minority  0.029 3.229 4 425 0.013 0.029 
Transition*Size  0.006 0.63 4 425 0.641  
Transition*SES 
 




0.039 4.304 4 425 0.002* 0.039 
Transition*Size*SES 0.003 0.327 4 425 0.859 
 
Transition*Size*Minority 0.019 2.004 4 425 0.093 
 
Transition*SES*Minority 0 a 4 425 . 
 
Transition*Size*SES*Minority 0 a 4 425 . 
 
  
          
*indicates a significant result at the 0.05 level.  
    
a. Exact statistic 
       
 
 Next, univariate results must be considered. A separate two-factor ANOVA was 





each dependent variable in this reduced model and Table 6 shows the associated means and 
standard deviations. No significant effects were found for Science and Social Studies. The main 
effects for Math and Reading were statistically significant, but must be interpreted in terms of 
significant interactions.  There were significant interactions in the areas of mathematics and 
reading.  For Mathematics there was a significant difference between low percent minority and 
high percent minority where transition was concerned, F (1,436) = 7.75, ρ = 0.006, partial η2 = 
0.017. Those schools with a high percentage of minority that did not transition (3.692) scoring 
higher than all other combinations, low percentage of minority with transition (1.531), low 
percentage of minority with no transition (1.717) but especially high percentage of minority with 
transition (-1.324). For Mathematics the effect sizes for comparing schools with a high 
percentage minority that did not transition with the other combinations are 0.36, 0.32, and 0.82 
respectively. This suggests that students in schools with high percentages of minorities perform 
better when there is no transition than their transitioning counterparts.   For Reading there was 
also a significant difference between low percent minority and high percent minority where 
transition was concerned, F (1,436) = 9.16, ρ = 0.003, partial η2 = 0.021. Those schools with a 
high percentage of minority that did not transition (-0.375) scoring higher than all other 
combinations, low percentage of minority with transition (-3.282), low percentage of minority 
with no transition (-2.261) but especially high percentage of minority with transition (-4.708). 
For Reading the effect sizes for comparing schools with a high percentage minority that did not 
transition with the other combinations are 0.48, 0.31, and 1.05 respectively. This again suggests 
that students in schools with high percentages of minorities perform better when there is no 
transition than their transitioning counterparts. For Science and Social Studies there were neither 





Transition and Per Cent Minority (ρ = .446 and ρ = .612 respectively). These results suggest that 
transition may not affect these two subjects.  For both Science and Social Studies the overall 
means for schools with transitions appear to be higher than the means for school with no 
transitions but these differences are not statistically significant. 
Table 5 










Transition      
Math 490.59 1 13.367 0.000* 0.03 
Reading 423.45 1 24.66 0.000* 0.054 
Science  3.65 1 0.099 0.753  
S.Studies 0.1 1 0.003 0.956  
Transition*Minority     
Math 284.45 1 7.75 0.006* 0.017 
Reading 157.22 1 9.155 0.003* 0.021 
Science 21.51 1 0.583 0.446 0.001 
S. Studies 8.52 1 0.257 0.612 0.001 









Table 6  
Cell Means, Standard Deviations and N for Each Subject  












With Transition Mean 1.531 -1.324 0.518 
 
Std 
Dev 5.5979 5.041 5.5653 
 N 131 72 203 
No Transition Mean 1.717 3.692 1.915 
 
Std 
Dev 6.5543 7.1311 6.6253 
 N 215 24 239 
With and Without Mean 1.647 -0.700 1.274 
Transition 
Std 
Dev 6.2018 6.0058 6.1937 






Table 6 (continued). 
     
Reading 










With Transition Mean -3.282 -4.708 -3.788 
 
Std 
Dev 2.950 3.695 3.296 
     
 N 131 72 203 
     
No Transition Mean -2.261 -0.375 -2.072 
 
Std 
Dev 4.534 6.567 4.793 
     
 N 215 24 239 
     
With and Without Mean -2.648 -3.625 -2.860 
Transition 
Std 
Dev 4.034 4.920 4.255 
     






Table 6 (continued). 
     
Science 










With Transition Mean 1.854 4.664 2.851 
 
Std 
Dev 5.290 6.543 5.905 
     
 N 131 72 203 
     
No Transition Mean 0.874 4.979 1.286 
 
Std 
Dev 5.935 9.082 6.417 
     
 N 215 24 239 
     
With and Without Mean 1.245 4.743 2.005 
Transition 
Std 
Dev 5.712 7.210 6.229 
     
  N 346 96 442 






Table 6 (continued). 
      
Social Studies 










With Transition Mean -0.781 2.126 0.250 
 
Std 
Dev 4.799 5.713 5.314 
     
 N 131 72 203 
     
No Transition Mean -1.154 2.442 -0.793 
 
Std 
Dev 6.093 7.333 6.305 
     
 N 215 24 239 
     
With and Without Mean -1.013 2.205 -0.314 
Transition 
Std 
Dev 5.534 6.118 5.887 
  N 346 96 442 
 
 The following figures demonstrate the interaction between transition and percent 
minority for math (Figure 1) and between transition and percent minority for reading (Figure 2). 
Since there was no interaction between transition and percent minority for science or social 









Figure 1. Math – interaction between transition and percent minority. 
 Figure 1 is the graphic representation of the cell means for Mathematics in Table 6.  For 
schools with a low percentage of minority students, the schools with no transition have a mean 
which is essentially the same as the mean for schools with transition (effect size d = 0.03). For 
schools with high percentage of minority students the schools with no transition have a mean 
much higher mean than the schools with transition (effect size d = 0.82). Among schools with no 
transition the schools with high percentage minority students have a higher mean than those with 







Figure 2. Reading – interaction between transition and percent minority.      
 Figure 2 is the graphic representation of the cell means for Reading in Table 6.  For 
schools with low percentage of minority students the schools with no transition have a mean 
higher mean than the schools with transition (effect size d = 0.25). For schools with high 
percentage of minority students the schools with no transition have a mean much higher mean 
than the schools with transition (effect size d = 1.05). Among schools with no transition the 
schools with high percentage minority students have a higher mean than those with low 





 This study also sought to determine the magnitude of relationship of school size to 
student achievement. In the initial analysis, school size was found to be non-significant. This 
suggests that school size may not impact estimates of gain.  School size was used as a proxy for 
class size because class size was not available in the Tennessee database.  Using class size may 







 In this study math, reading, science and social studies mean value-added estimates of 
gain for schools into which students transitioned for 6th grade were compared to school means 
for schools in which students did not transition until after 6th grade. Previous research in this area 
has used standardized tests to measure students’ knowledge in content areas. These tests can 
affect organizational clarity and alignment. Many see these as benefits while some see them as 
costs (Phelps, 2005, pp.56-57). One test commonly used is the achievement test. According to 
the Tennessee Department of Education (2013b), “the achievement test is a timed multiple 
choice assessment that measures skills in reading, language arts, math, science and social 
studies.” These achievement tests measure performance relative to specific objectives and can 
provide a description of student performance on academic skills. Previously, growth scores have 
been used and are calculated simply as a difference between a student’s scores for the current 
year and the previous. This is much more difficult to justify when there are factors beyond the 
teachers’ and administrators’ control such as demographics and socioeconomic status. An 
alternative approach to this is value-added scores which are claimed to remove any non-
educational factors from the measure of the student’s educational growth. It measures the schools 
and teachers based on students’ progress rather than the ability of students to reach an absolute 
score (Ballou et al., 2004). This type of measurement provides a control for initial level of 
achievement and is usually achieved by a growth curve analysis based on multiple measures of 
achievement. Because this value-added measure uses the students’ own starting point, any 





unique characteristic of this study is that it uses value added estimates of gain rather than student 
achievement.   
 For both mathematics and reading there was an interaction effect of schools with or 
without a transition and high or low percentage of minority on value added gain.  For both 
subjects the lowest mean was for middle schools with a transition and a high percentage of 
minority.  For both math and reading, the highest mean was for schools with no transition and a 
high percentage of minority.  For schools with a low percentage of minority, the means for 
schools with no transition were slightly higher than those with transition. Transition did not have 
a statistically significant effect on science or social studies although a casual review of the means 
suggests otherwise. Interestingly, these nonsignificant means suggest that for science, those 
schools with a high percentage of minorities outperformed those schools with a low percentage 
of minorities (χ = 4.743 and 1.245, respectively). The same suggestion could be made with social 
studies in that, those schools with a high minority population (2.205) outperformed their low 
minority (-1.103) counterparts. The interest in these means lies in the fact that these are atypical 
findings. Research supports that typically, low minority schools tend to outperform high minority 
schools.   
 Research by Combs et al. (2011) controlled for parental involvement and socioeconomic 
status. The results still found a difference between value-added gain of middle-school students 
versus their K-8 counterparts. Offenberg (2001) demonstrated that smaller class size impacts 
student achievement. The current study also controlled for school size and SES based on 
previous research, but school size and SES were not shown to have an impact on the relationship 
between transition or not and achievement. Many studies controlled for these same variables, and 





was concerned (Borg et al., 2012; Bromberg & Theokas, 2013; Offenberg, 2001). For this study, 
this was not the case. The results of the current study may indicate that SES does not factor into 
student achievement where transition is concerned. The fact that school size, not class size, was 
measured, may have masked the effect of size upon the relationship between transition or not and 
value-added gains.  
Percent Minority and Achievement Gaps 
 According to the U.S. Department of Education Statistical Report (2009), the 
achievement gap between Whites and Blacks in mathematics and reading has existed for many 
years. While over time there have been gains in educational achievement by both Blacks and 
Whites, a significant gap still exists. This report also correlated several factors related to this 
achievement gap including factors such as poverty level. Black students are more likely to come 
from families living in poverty than white students, which is associated with a lower educational 
performance. While this cannot warrant a causal effect, it may help to explain some of the 
possible differences in the achievement gap. Another report issued by the Educational Testing 
Service (Barton & Coley, 2009, as cited in U.S. Department of Education Statistical Report) 
identified factors that were previously correlated with how well students perform in school for 
both school related and non-school related areas. This report identified 16 factors for which 
White students were favored over Black students:  
Seven of these factors were school related (including, for example, curriculum rigor and 
teacher preparation), eight ‘before and after’ school factors (including, for example, 
weight at birth, exposure to lead, and excessive TV watching), and the ‘home school 





An example would be that White students were more likely to go to a school with a more 
rigorous curriculum than Black students (Barton & Coley, 2009, as cited in U.S. Department of 
Education Statistical Report). Other studies have demonstrated an achievement gap between 
African American students and their non-Hispanic White counterparts (Borg et al., 2012; 
Kuykundal, 1989; Lacoe, 2012). Research by Kuykundal (1989) seems to support the factors of 
parents, economics, community and environment and Lacoe (2012) suggests that concerns of 
safety by Black students are also a factor where student achievement is concerned. Kuykundall 
(1989) emphasizes improving the environment by putting programs in place to improve Black 
student achievement by enhancing students’ self-image, and Lacoe (2012) suggests “that school 
safety may be a contributing factor to racial … achievement gaps.” While little can be done to 
change a community, and children are a product of that community, research by Simmons and 
Blythe (as cited in Offenberg, 2001) suggests having numerous years in the same environment 
improves students’ sense of community as well as self-esteem. Other efforts to improve student 
achievement, such as older students taking pride in their community and feeling protective of the 
younger students which were also discussed in the Offenberg study, could potentially address 
safety. While all of these factors have an effect, research supports that environment can make a 
difference.  
 While percent minority and transition did explain a portion of the achievement score 
gains in the study at hand, it would seem the underlying factors mentioned above may also 
contribute to these differences. These underlying factors lend support to the K-8 model in that, 
many of the issues seem to involve the home environment from which these students come. 
Having a school environment of K-8 gives stability, familiarity, sense of community, ownership 





otherwise be realized. This can contribute to overall gain, making students more successful, 
especially if the middle school concept is implemented within the K-8 setting.  
 Upon examining the means of the current study, for math and reading, with high and low 
percent minorities, with and without transition (see Table 7), it would appear that the schools 
with a high percentage of minorities that did not transition had better EVAAS estimates of gain 
from TCAP Achievement test scores in both math and reading, than their transitioning 
counterparts. Not only were the scores better between those schools that transitioned and those 
that did not, but those schools with a high percentage of minorities who did not transition 
actually outperformed their low percent minority counterparts. The gap between high and low 
minority schools was smaller without the transition, suggesting that keeping students in one 
environment through at least the sixth grade, may contribute to reducing the achievement gap 
between whites and blacks. These findings are supported in research by Combs, et al. (2011) and 
Simmons and Blyth (as cited in Offenberg, 2001). Combs et al. (2011) controlled for SES 
mobility, and limited English proficiency and found math and reading scores to be higher in 
schools that did not transition. However, this finding differs from research by Offenberg (2001) 
who did not find percentage of minority to have an effect on student achievement where 


















Means for Math and Reading for Per Cent Minority by With and Without Transition 
             
  Math   Reading    
  Transition   Transition    
  Yes  No Yes No  
Per Cent 
Minority Low 1.531 1.717 -3.282 -2.261  
 High -1.324 3.692 -4.708 -0.375  




 One limitation to this study is that it was not experimental in design. This study is post 
hoc using publicly available data.  Data not available is parental involvement which, research 
demonstrates, plays a role in student achievement (Combs, 2011).  
 Another potential limitation is school size as a substitute for class size.  Research 
demonstrates that smaller class sizes contribute to achievement (Offenberg, 2001). Typically, K-
8 schools have smaller classes with students spread across nine grades than middle schools with 
the same amount of students spread over three grades (Offenberg, 2001). Actual class size could 
not be determined for this study, so this could have been a potential confounding variable.   
Additional confounding may have resulted from having no schools in the No Transition Group as 
being classified as High Minority and Low SES.  This could possibly been the result of the 
arbitrary split between large and small schools. 
Implications 
 Future research would be interested to compare those schools that have fully 





classroom size into account. If the best combination of these factors can be discovered to support 
estimates of gain, then it would be interesting to see if and how the minority gap changes, 
particularly in the areas of math and reading.  
 Another possible study could replicate this research with one major change.  The 
dependent variable could be achievement at the 7th grade to determine if the effect on 6th grade 
gain is maintained across the second year. 
Conclusion 
 This study examined factors that affect estimates of achievement gain where transition is 
concerned. The results suggested that percent minority has an effect where transition is 
concerned for both math and reading gain. It lends support to the body of research that suggests 
K-8, or at least a transition after 6th grade, is a better model where estimates of gain are 
concerned. The middle school concept has the potential to address the academic and emotional 
concerns of middle school aged children when it is implemented in its full form (Weiss & 
Kipnes, 2006). However, since the middle school concept is just that, a concept, it would seem 
that the best combination for student gain would be to implement the middle school concept into 
the K-8 environment, giving students more of a sense of community, self-esteem, and ownership 
of their school and grades. This could also potentially lessen the White to Black gap in math and 
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Schools included in the study. 
District 
Type School Districts School 
Grades 
Served 
County  Anderson County Clinton Middle School G6-8 
County  Anderson County Lake City Middle  G6-8 
County  Anderson County Norris Middle G6-8 
County  Anderson County Norwood Middle G6-8 
County Bedford Community Middle g6-8 
County Bedford Harris Middle g6-8 
County Bledsoe Bledsoe Co Middle  g6-8 
County Blount County Carpenter's Middle G6-8 
County Blount County Eagleton Middle G6-8 
County Blount County Heritage Middle G6-8 
County Blount County Union Grove Middle PK,6-8 
County Bradley Lakeforest Middle g6-8 
County Bradley Ocoee Middle g6-8 
County Campbell County Jacksboro Middle  G6-8 
County Campbell County LaFolletter Middle  G6-8 
City  Cleveland Cleveland Middle g6-8 
County Coffee Coffee County Middle g6-8 
County Crockett County Crockett County Middle g6-8 
County DeKalb DeKalb Middle g6-8 
County Dickson Charlotte Middle g6-8 
County Dickson Dickson Middle g6-8 
County Dickson W James Middle School g6-8 
County Dyer County Northview Middle g6-8 
County Dyer County Three Oaks Middle g6-8 
City  Elizabethton T.A. Dugger Jr. High  G6-8 
County Fayette East Jr High g6-8 
County Fayette West Jr High g6-8 
County Franklin North Middle  g6-8 
County Franklin South Middle g6-8 
County Giles Bridgeforth Middle g6-8 
County Greene Chuckey Doak Middle School G6-8 
City  Greenville Greeneville Middle G6-8 
County  Hamblen East Ridge Middle School G6-8 
County  Hamblen Lincoln Heights Middle  G6-8 





County  Hamblen West View Middle School G6-8 
County  Hamilton Brown Middle g6-8 
County  Hamilton Dalewood Middle g6-8 
County  Hamilton East Hamilton School g6-12 
County  Hamilton East Lake Academy of Fine Arts g6-8 
County  Hamilton East Ridge Middle g6-8 
County  Hamilton Hixson Middle  g6-8 
County  Hamilton Hunter Middle g6-8 
County  Hamilton Loftis Middle g6-8 
County  Hamilton Lookout Valley Middle/High g6-12 
County  Hamilton Ooltewah Middle g6-8 
County  Hamilton Orchard Knob Middle g6-8 
County  Hamilton Red Bank Middle g6-8 
County  Hamilton Sale Creek Middle/High g6-12 
County  Hamilton Signal Mountail Middle/High g6-12 
County  Hamilton Soddy Daisy Middle g6-8 
County  Hancock Hancock High School G6-12 
County  Hardeman Bolivar  Middle g6-8 
County  Hardin Hardin County Middle g6-8 
County  Henry Lakewood Middle g6-8 
SSD 
Hollow Rock-
Brucetown Central High g6-12 
County Houston Houston Middle  g6-8 
County Humphrey's McEwen Middle g6-8 
County Jackson Macon Jr High g6-8 
County Jefferson County Jefferson Middle  G6-8 
County Jefferson County Maury Middle G6-8 
City Kingsport Robinson Middle G6-8 
City Kingsport Sevier Elementary  G6-8 
County Knox County Bearden Middle G6-8 
County Knox County Carter Middle  G6-8 
County Knox County Cedar Bluff Middle G6-8 
County Knox County Gresham Middle G6-8 
County Knox County Halls Middle  G6-8 
County Knox County Holston Middle G6-8 
County Knox County Karns Middle G6-8 
County Knox County Northwest Middle G6-8 
County Knox County Powell Middle G6-8 
County Knox County South Doyle Middle G6-8 
County Knox County Vine Middle/Magnet G6-8 
County Knox County West Valley Middle G6-8 





SSD Lebanon Walter Baird Elementary g6-8 
City Lexington Lexington Middle g6-8 
County  Loudon   Ft. Loudon Middle G6-8 
County  Macon Red Boiling Springs School g6-12 
County  Madison I B Tigrett Middle g6-8 
County  Madison Northeast Middle g6-8 
County  Madison Rose Hill Middle g6-8 
County  Madison West Middle g6-8 
City Manchester Westwood Middle g6-8 
County Marshall Forrest School g6-12 
County Meigs Meigs Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) A. Maceo Walker Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Airways Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) American Way Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Bellevue Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) City University Boys Prepatory  g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Colonial Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Cordova Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Corry Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Cragimont Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Cypress Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Fairview Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Freedom Prepatory Academy g6-10 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Geeter Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Georgian Hills Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Hamilton Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Havenview Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Hickory Ridge Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Ida B Wells Academy g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Kirby Middle  g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-







merger) Memphis Academy of Health and Sciences g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Memphis Academy of Science and Engineering g6-12 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Memphis School of Excellence  g6-12 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Oakhaven Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Raleigh Egypt Middle  g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Ridgeway Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Riverview Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Sherwood Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Soulsville Charter g6-12 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Southern Ave Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Southside Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Treadwell Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Vance Middle School  g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) White Station Middle g6-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Wooddale Middle g6-8 
City Monroe County Vonore Middle School G6-8 
County Montgomery County  Kenwood Middle g6-8 
County Montgomery County  Montgomery Central Middle g6-8 
County Montgomery County  New Providence Middle g6-8 
County Montgomery County  Northeast Middle g6-8 
County Montgomery County  Richview Middle  g6-8 
County Montgomery County  Rossview Middle g6-8 
County Montgomery County  West Creek Middle  g6-8 
County Morgan Central Middle School G6-8 
City Obion South Fulton Middle/High g6-12 
County Oneida Oneida Middle G6-8 
County Polk Chilhowee Middle g6-8 
County Rhea Spring City Middle g6-8 
County Roane Cherokee Middle G6-8 
County Roane Harriman Middle G6-8 
County Roane Midway Middle G6-8 
County Roane Rockwood Middle School G6-8 
County Robertson County East Robertson High g6-12 





County Robertson County Springfield Middle g6-8 
County Rutherford County Blackman Middle g6-8 
County Rutherford County Central Magnet School g6-12 
County Rutherford County Christiana Middle g6-8 
County Rutherford County LaVergne Middle  g6-8 
County Rutherford County Oakland Middle g6-8 
County Rutherford County Rock Springs Middle g6-8 
County Rutherford County Rockvale Middle g6-8 
County Rutherford County Siegal Middle  g6-8 
County Rutherford County Smyrna Middle g6-8 
County Rutherford County Stewart's Creek Middle g6-8 
County Rutherford County Whitworth-Buchanan Middle  g6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Appling Middle G6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Arlington Middle G6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Bon Lin Middle G6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Collierville Middle g6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Elmore Park Middle School G6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Germantown Middle g6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Highland Oaks Middle G6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Houston Middle  G6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Millington Middle  G6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Mt. Piscah g6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Schilling Farms Middle G6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Shadowlawn Middle G6-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Woodstock Middle g6-8 
County Stewart Stewart County Middle g6-8 
County Sullivan Blountville Middle G6-8 
County Sullivan Bluff City Middle G6-8 
County Sullivan Colonial Heights Middle G6-8 
County Sullivan Holston Middle  G6-8 
County Sullivan Holston Valley Middle  G6-8 
County Sumner County Joe Shafer Middle  g6-8 
County Sumner County Knox Doss Middle @ Drakes Creek g6-8 
County Sumner County Portland East Middle g6-8 
County Sumner County Portland West Middle g6-8 
County Sumner County Robert Ellis Middle g6-8 
County Sumner County Rucker Stewart Middle g6-8 
County Sumner County Station Camp Middle g6-8 
County Sumner County T.W. Hunter Middle g6-8 
County Sumner County V.G. Hawkins Middle g6-8 





County Tipton Brighton Middle g6-8 
County Tipton Crestview Middle g6-8 
County Tipton Munford Middle g6-8 
County Trousdale Jim Satterfield Middle g6-8 
City Tullahoma East Middle g6-8 
City Tullahoma West Middle g6-8 
County  Union H. Maynard Middle G6-8 
County  Union Union City Middle g6-8 
County  Van Buren Van Buren Co High g6-12 
County  Warren Warren Co Middle g6-8 
County  White White Co Middle g6-8 
County  Williamson County Brentwood Middle g6-8 
County  Williamson County Fairview Middle g6-8 
County  Williamson County Fred J. Page Middle g6-8 
County  Williamson County Grassland Middle g6-8 
County  Williamson County Heritage Middle g6-8 
County  Williamson County Spring Station Middle g6-8 
County  Williamson County Sunset Middle g6-8 
County  Williamson County Woodland Middle  g6-8 
County  Wilson County Mt Juliet Middle g6-8 
County  Wilson County West Wilson Middle g6-8 
County Bedford Liberty Elementary pk-8 
County  Benton Big Sandy School k-12 
County  Benton Holladay Elementary k-9 
County Campbell County Elk Valley Elementary K-8 
County Campbell County Jellico Elementary PK-8 
County Campbell County White Oak Elementary K-8 
County Campbell County Wynn Habersham Elementary K-8 
County Cannon Auburn Elementary k-8 
County Cannon Eastside Elementary k-8 
County Cannon Short Mountain Elementary pk-8 
County Cannon West Side Elementary pk-8 
County Cannon Woodbury Grammar pk-8 
County Cannon Woodland Elementary k-8 
County Carter Central Elementary K-8 
County Carter Hampton Elementary K-8 
County Carter Hunter Elementary K-8 
County Carter Keenburg Elementary K-8 
County Carter Little Milligan PK-8 
County Carter Range Elementary PK-8 





County Claiborne County Clairfield Elementary K-8 
County Claiborne County Forge Ridge School PK-8 
County Claiborne County Midway Elementary PK-8 
County Claiborne County Powell Elementary PK-8 
County Clay Celina K-8 pk-8 
County Clay Hermitage Springs Elementary pk-8 
County Cocke Bridgeport Elementary K-8 
County Cocke Centerviw Elementary PK-8 
County Cocke Cosby Elementary K-8 
County Cocke Del Rio Elementary K-8 
County Cocke Edgemont Elementary PK-8 
County Cocke Grassy Fork Elementary K-8 
County Cocke Northwest Elementary K-8 
County Cocke Parrottsville Elementary PK-8 
County Cocke Smoky Mountain elementary PK-8 
County Cumberland Crab Orchard Elementary pk-8 
County Cumberland Frank P Brown pk-8 
County Cumberland Glenn Martin pk-8 
County Cumberland Homestead Elementary pk-8 
County Cumberland North Cumberland Elementary pk-8 
County Cumberland Pine View Elementary pk-8 
County Cumberland South Cumberland pk-8 
City Dayton Dayton Elementary pk-8 
County DeKalb DeKalb West Elementary pk-8 
City  Etowah Etowah Elementary pk-8 
County Fentress Alldart Elementary pk-8 
County Fentress Pine Haven pk-8 
County Fentress South Fentress Elementary pk-8 
County Fentress York Elementary pk-8 
County Franklin Huntland School pk-12 
County Giles Elkton Elementary pk-8 
County Giles Minor Hill School pk-8 
SSD Gipson County SSD Dyer Elementary pk-8 
SSD Gipson County SSD Rutherford Elementary pk-8 
SSD Gipson County SSD Spring Hill Elementary k-8 
SSD Gipson County SSD Yorkville Elementary pk-8 
SSD Grainger County Washburn School PK-12 
County Greene Baileyton Elementary PK-8 
County Greene Debusk Elementary PK-8 
County Greene Glenwood Elementary K-8 





County Greene Mosheim Elementary PK-8 
County Greene NolaChuckey Elementary PK-8 
County Greene Ottaway Elementary PK-8 
County Greene West Pines Elementary K-8 
County  Grundy Coalmont Elementary pk-8 
County  Grundy North Elementary pk-8 
County  Grundy Palmer Elementary pk-8 
County  Grundy Pelham Elementary pk-8 
County  Grundy Swiss Memorial Elementary pk-8 
County  Grundy Tracy Elementary pk-8 
County  Hamilton Norman Park Museum Magnet School pk-8 
County  Hardeman Hornsby Elemantary k-8 
County  Hardeman Toone Elementary k-8 
County  Hardeman Whiteville Elementary pk-8 
County  Hardin Pickwick Southside School pk-8 
County  Hawkins  Bulls Gap School K-8 
County  Hawkins  Clinch School K-12 
County  Henderson Bargerton Elementary pk-8 
County  Henderson Beaver Elementary pk-8 
County  Henderson Pin Oak pk-8 
County  Henderson Scotts Hill Elementary pk-8 
County  Henderson South Haven Elementary pk-8 
County  Henderson South Side Elementary pk-8 
County  Henderson Westover Elementary pk-8 
County  Henry Dorothy & Noble Harrison School pk-8 
County  Henry Henry Elementary pk-8 
County Humphrey's Lakeview Elementary pk-8 
County Jackson Dodson Branch Elementary  pk-8 
County Jefferson County Rush Strong Elementary PK-8 
County Jefferson County White Pine Elementary PK-8 
County Lake County Lara Kendall Elementary pk-8 
County Lawrence  Ethridge Elementary pk-8 
County Lawrence  Leoma Elementary pk-8 
County Lawrence  New Prospect Elementary pk-8 
County Lawrence  South Lawrence Elementary pk-8 
County  Lincoln Blanche School pk-8 
County  Lincoln Flintville Elementary pk-8 
County  Lincoln Highland Rim  pk-8 
County  Lincoln South Lincoln Elementary pk-8 
County  Lincoln Unity School pk-8 





County  Loudon   Philadelphia Elementary PK-8 
County  Macon Allons Elementary pk-8 
County  Macon Hillham Elementary pk-8 
County  Macon Rickmand Elementary pk-8 
County  Macon Wilson Elementary pk-8 
County  Madison The Montesori School at Berris pk-8 
County Marion Monteagle Elementary pk-8 
County Maury Culleoka Unit School pk-12 
County Maury Hampshire Unit pk-12 
County Maury Santa Fe Unit School pk-12 
County McMinn Calhoun Elementary pk-8  
County McMinn E K Baker Elmentary pk-8  
County McMinn Englewood Elementary pk-8  
County McMinn Mountain View Elementary pk-8  
County McMinn Niota Elementary pk-8  
County McMinn Riceville Elementary pk-8  
County McMinn Rogers Creek Elementary pk-8  
County McNairy Bethel Spring Elementary pk-8 
County McNairy Michie Elementary pk-8 
County McNairy Ramer Elementary  pk-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Cummings School pk-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Douglass Elementary/Middle pk-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) John P. Freeman Optional School k-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Lester Elementary/Middle pk-8 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Snowden School pk-8 
County Monroe County Coker Creek Elementary K-8 
County Monroe County Rurual Vale Elementary K-8 
County Morgan Coalfield School PK-12 
County Morgan Oakdale School  PK-12 
County Morgan Petros Joyner Elementary PK-8 
County Morgan Subright School PK-12 
City Newport Newport Grammar School PK-8 
County Obion Black Oak Elementary pk-8 
County Obion Hillcrest Elementary pk-8 
County Obion Lake Rd Elementary pk-8 
County Obion Ridgemont Elementary pk-8 
County Perry Lobelville Elementary pk-8 
County Pickett Pickett County Elementary pk-8 





County Rhea Rhea Central Elementary k-8 
SSD Richard City Richard Hardy Memorial  pk-12 
City Rogersville Rogersville Elementary PK-8 
County Rutherford County Eagleville School pk-12 
County Rutherford County 
Thurman Francis Arts Academy Magnet School for the 
Arts k-8 
County Scott Burchfield Elementary PK-8 
County Scott Fairview Elementary PK-8 
County Scott Robbins Elementary PK-8 
County Scott Winfield Elementary PK-8 
County Sevier  Boyd's Creek Elementary K-8 
County Sevier  Catlettsburg Elementary K-8 
County Sevier  Catons Chapel Elementary PK-8 
County Sevier  Jones Cove Elementary PK-8 
County Sevier  New Center Elementary K-8 
County Sevier  Pi Beta Phi Elementary K-8 
County Sevier  Pittman Center Elementary PK-8 
County Sevier  Wearwood Elementary K-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Lowrance Elementary K-8 
County Shelby (premerger) Riverdale Elementary K-8 
County Smith Defeated Elementary k-8 
County Smith Forks River Elementary pk-8 
County Smith New Middleton Elementary pk-8 
County Smith Union Heights Elementary k-8 
SSD South Carroll Clarksburg School pk-12 
County Sullivan Mary Hughes School K-8 
County Sullivan Sullivan Gardens K-8 PK-8 
County Sumner County Merrol Hyde Magnet k-12 
County Tipton Covington Integrated Arts  pk-8 
County  Warren Centertown Elementary pk-8 
County  Warren Dibrell Elementary pk-8 
County  Warren Eastside Elementary pk-8 
County  Warren Irving College Elementary pk-8 
County  Warren Morrison Elementary PK-8 
County  Washington Fall Branch elementary K-8 
County  Washington Grandview Elementary PK-8 
County  Washington Gray Elementary K-8 
County  Washington Lamar Elemetary K-8 
County  Washington Ridgeview Elementary PK-8 
County  Washington South Central K-8 
County  Washington Sulphur Springs K-8 





County  Washington Westview School K-8 
County  Wayne Franklin Hughes School pk-12 
County  Weakley Gleason School pk-12 
County  Weakley Greenfield School pk-12 
County  Weakley Sharon School pk-8 
County  Williamson County Hillsboro Elementary/Middle pk-8 
County  Wilson County Carroll Oakland Elementary pk-8 
County  Wilson County Southside Elementary pk-8 
County  Wilson County Tucker Crossroads Elementary k-8 
County  Wilson County Watertown Elementary k-8 
City Alamo Alamo Elementary PK-6 
SSD Bradford SSD Bradford Elementary pk-6 
City  Bristol Anderson Elementary K-6 
City  Bristol Avoca Elementary K-6 
City  Bristol Fairmont Elementary K-6 
City  Bristol Haynesfield Elementary K-6 
City  Bristol Holston View Elementary pk-6 
County Claiborne County Springdale Elementary PK-6 
City  Clinton Clinton Elementary PK-6 
City  Clinton North Clinton Elementary K-6 
City  Clinton South Clinton Elementary PK-6 
County Grainger County Bean Station Elementary PK-6 
County Grainger County Joppa Elementary PK-6 
County  Hardeman Grand Junction Elementary pk-6 
County  Hardeman Middleton Elementary pk-6 
County Johnson  Doe Elementary PK-6 
County Johnson  Laurel Elementary K-6 
County Johnson  Mountain City Elementary PK-6 
County Johnson  Roan Creek Elementary PK-6 
County Johnson  Shady Valley Elementary PK-6 
County Lauderdale Halls Elementary pk-6 
County Lawrence  David Crockett Elementary pk-6 
County Lawrence  Ingram Sowell Elementary pk-6 
County Lawrence  Lawrenceburg Public pk-6 
County Lawrence  Summertown Elementary k-6 
County Marion South Pittsburgh Elementary pk-6 
County Marshall Cornersville Elementary k-6 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Coro Lake Elementary pk-6 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Double Tree Elementary pk-6 
City 
Memphis (pre-







merger) Graves Elementary k-7 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Levi Elementary pk-6 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) Westwood Elementary pk-6 
City 
Memphis (pre-
merger) White's Chapel Elementary pk-6 
County Moore Lynchburg Elementary k-6 
City Murphreesburo Black Fox Elementary k-6 
City Murphreesburo Bradely Acedemy-an arts integrated school k-6 
City Murphreesburo Cason Lane Academy k-6 
City Murphreesburo Discovery School pk-6 
City Murphreesburo Emma Siegal School k-6 
City Murphreesburo Hobgood Elementary k-6 
City Murphreesburo John Pittard Elementary k-6 
City Murphreesburo Mitchell-Neilson Elementary pk-6 
City Murphreesburo Northfield Elementary pk-6 
City Murphreesburo Scales Elementary k-6 
County Polk Copper Basin Elementary pk-6 
County Robertson County Jo Byrnes Elementary pk-6 
 
